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APPENDIX J 

Final Shared Solution Alternative Assumptions  

  



Shared Solution Alternative 
Modeling Assumptions and Methodology 
April 18, 2016 
 
This is a summary of the assumptions and methodology to be used in modeling the Shared 
Solution Alternative. These have been collaboratively developed through multiple meetings 
with the Coalition and the WDC study team. The assumptions are outlined below for each of 
the stated principles of the Shared Solution Alternative. The original set of assumptions was 
completed in March of 2015. Based on feedback and information from the cities in the study 
area, Utah Transit Authority, and a real estate market study conducted by RCLCo, the WDC 
study team and the Coalition have jointly updated the assumptions for modeling this 
alternative. These updates are included at the end of each section.  
 
1. Compact, Mixed Use Developments 

- used floor area ratios (FAR) and residential densities from the Wasatch Choices for 
2040 as a starting point 

- based the locations and intensities of the various development types on city inputs 
from the land use workshop 

- further subdivided the intensities generally such that from west to east the intensity 
increased 

- used the following dimensions to estimate the area of potential mixed use 
developments: 

- 500’ total width for boulevards / Main Street communities (250’ on either side of 
the roadway centerline) 

- a square ¼ mile in length on each side for town center nodes (centered on the key 
intersection) 

- 750’ radius at circulator stops in Layton between I-15 and Hill Field Road including 
all intersected parcels (assumed to be town centers) 

- visual identification of candidate parcels near station communities 
- used ET+ to identify candidate parcels for development/redevelopment by 2040 

within the above dimensions based on current land use and building age (along Main 
Street and Hill Field Road all intersecting parcels were assumed to be candidates, 
whereas in other areas the parcels were clipped to match the buffers) 

- travel model TAZs were split to match the mixed use development / redevelopment 
areas 

- approximately half of the buffer area (~1,800 acres) was identified as candidates for 
mixed use development / redevelopment 

- to improve the jobs/housing balance in the study area some household growth was 
were moved out of the study area and some employment growth was moved into the 
study area (initially 5,000 households and 7,500 jobs)  

- it was assumed that 1/3 of the household growth and 80% of the employment growth 
would take place within the mixed use development / redevelopment area 

- with the target study area land use growth in place, household and employment 
growth were distributed among the various boulevards, town centers, etc. based on 
the target FAR for each (average household size and household income were also 



estimated for each development type, which, on average, were each assumed to be 
less than the original overall study area average) 

- household and employment growth were distributed among the TAZs based on the 
proportion of each development type within each TAZ (adjustments were made to 
account for existing land uses that would be developed) 

- growth outside of the mixed use development / redevelopment zones, but within the 
study area was distributed through those zones based on the original 2009 to 2040 
growth assumptions and an adjustment factor that placed more growth on the east 
side of the study area and less growth on the west side 

- outside of the study area, land use adjustments were made to account for households 
that were moved out of the study area and jobs that were moved into the study area 

- new households were assumed to be added to Ogden and south Davis County so 
as to be closer to employment centers 

- employment growth was taken most heavily from the fringes of Weber and Davis 
Counties and less heavily from the more urbanized areas 

- during the land use development process a goal for the total trip generation within 
the study area to be approximately equal to that of the other modeled alternatives in 
the EIS – based on this goal 3,500 households and jobs were moved into the study 
area (out of the 5,000 households that were originally moved out and in addition to 
the 7,500 that were originally moved in)  

- used new land use file as revised based on WFRC comments 
 
UPDATE: 

- Based on the city feedback and the findings of the RCLCo market study, the land use 
scenario proposed for the Shared Solution Alternative as assumed above was 
determined to not be reasonable.  

- The Shared Solution Alternative will be modeled along with the other 46 alternatives 
in Version 8 of the WFRC model with the WFRC-approved land use assumptions  

- Because Farmington and Sunset considered the shared solution land use scenario as 
reasonable within their cities, UDOT will incorporate the land use assumptions in 
these cities as part of the Shared Solution Alternative. To do this, UDOT would use the 
higher of the SE data employment values between the Shared Solution data and the 
WFRC v8 model data for the TAZ surrounding the mixed use centers. In order to stay 
within the county control totals, where an increase in jobs results, a corresponding 
decrease in jobs would be applied to areas in South Davis County. Similarly, UDOT 
would use the lower of the SE data housing values between the Shared Solution data 
and the WFRC v8 model data for the TAZ surrounding the mixed use centers. In order 
to stay within the county control totals, where a decrease in homes results, a 
corresponding increase in jobs would be applied to areas in South Davis County. 

- After modeling of the 47 alternatives, UDOT and FHWA will evaluate whether it is 
appropriate to also consider the REMM model for land use assumptions on the no-
build, Shared Solution, and freeway alternatives, depending on availability and 
reliability of that model. 

2. Boulevard Roadway Configurations 
- let the model predict the speed based on area and facility type 



- assumed capacity increase from innovative intersections based on the following: 
- SYNCHRO model capacity analysis comparing no-build and innovative intersections 

- started with 2040 volumes from examples in study area (Antelope, State, etc) 
- increase volumes until intersection failure to measure the increase in capacity 
- resulted in an average capacity increase of 17% 

- apply the 17% capacity increase to the links that include the nodes 
- apply 22% capacity increase to links at the intersections of State Street with Antelope, 

Hillfield, SR-193, 1800 N, 5600 South  
- adjusted the capacity improvement links on boulevards on either side of innovative 

intersections to the half-way point from the adjacent likely future normal signalized 
intersection. Used Google Earth to make the assumptions on these future signalized 
intersection locations. This resulted in extending some of the segments with the 
increase in capacity.  

- these capacity adjustments may be revised based on further microsimulation  
- assumed an innovative intersection treatment at every node shown on the map 
- assumed that the delay per left turning vehicle is 1 minute. Assumed 20% of volume at 

high volume intersections (22% capacity improved) is delayed 1 minute and 10% at 
low volume intersections (17% capacity improved) is delayed 1 minute. 

- East of the interchange, changed the centroid of a link south of SR-193.  
- the new section of road on Bluff Street that connects to Layton Hills Parkway is coded 

as a minor arterial.   
 
UPDATE: 

- Actual intersection approaches that were defined by the Coalition were used to define 
left turn penalties 

- Adjust Bluff Road to a type 3 roadway 
- Use 22% capacity increase for intersections with a treatment that removes two signal 

phases 
- Use 17% capacity increase for intersections with a treatment that removes one signal 

phase 
- Increase the capacity of a segment on State Street between SR-193 and Antelope to 

17% and 22%. 
 
3. Incentivized Transit 

- initially proposed a $50 monthly UTA pass for Davis County riders (see change below) 
- initially proposed a $50 Frontrunner Pass for Weber Co. residents (see change below) 
- modify script in the model to account for this.  Use 0.75 in transit script and increased 

the walk buffer near BRT and rail stations to 0.5 miles 
- model intermodal hubs as seamless transfers. Frontrunner wait times less than 5 min. 
- fixed the 2000 West BRT to connect directly from Antelope to the Clearfield Station. 
- all BRT headways to be at 15 minutes during the peak periods 
- reviewed Mike’s transit Google Earth files and adjust the stops to match.  
 

UPDATE: 
- propose a $99 monthly UTA pass for Davis County riders 



- propose a $99 Frontrunner Pass for Weber Co. residents 
- The WSU-D route would be adjusted from the route shown in the RTP  and coded as a 

mode 4 
- BRT WASH R will be split for the Shared Solution model run and the new segment will 

be upgraded to a mode 9 route 
- BRTNSDA_R will be split into two routes overlapping between Clearfield and Layton. 
- Circulator routes west of I-15 will be included in the Shared Solution model as mode 4 

routes  
- Other BRT routes would be part of the RTP baseline for all alternatives 

Based on feedback from UTA, the increase in ridership on Frontrunner for this alternative 
should be about 3,000 riders. Adjustments to the model to be checked and modified 
accordingly. 
4. Connected, Protected Bikeways 

- baseline bike share is 0.3% for Davis County (Census data that refers to primary mode) 
- use prediction from Shaunna Burbidge on future commuter trip bike share of 3%  
- adjust distance factor or the utility coefficient to hit the target 
- focus the percentage improvements in the redevelopment zones 
- verify the number of home-based other trips with Shaunna 

 
UPDATE: 

- assume 3% commuting bike share on roads with protected bike lanes  
- define zones in which the increase from 1.5% to 3% would apply 
-  increase in bike trips in the study area should be the sum total increase of trips on the 

protected bikeways  
 
5. Preventative ramp-metering 

- assume max. 8 minutes ramp wait time 
- add penalty to on-ramp link 
- using script that Mike sent and modified it for metering only in AM and PM periods 
- assume ramp meters are placed from Bountiful to Riverdale Rd. 
- adjusted ramp metering penalties to maximize use of I-15 (approaching v/c of 0.9) and 

minimize ramp metering times.   
- need to evaluate how much credit should be given the Shared Solution Alternative for 

ramp metering since ramp metering is already a common UDOT practice but was not 
included in the models for the other alternatives  

 
UPDATE: 

- WFRC has enhanced the traffic demand model to be able to model preventative ramp 
metering or “managed motorways”. Because WFRC’s model can do this as part of the 
normal run, the above model adjustments are no longer needed. 

- The managed motorways concept has been officially included in the current RTP and 
so will be a baseline condition for all alternatives to be modeled.  

- credit to Shared Solution would be the difference between the default WFRC model 
assumption (6 minutes max ramp wait time) and a 10 minute max wait time proposed 
by the Coalition the Shared Solution Alternative concept features: 



o Speed: 45 mph or variable 
o Ramp traffic cannot back to the cross street 
o Public awareness of the contribution from the Coalition on this strategy 

- UDOT will perform a no-build model to see what managed motorways does by itself 
 
6.  Strategically Placed I-15 Overpasses 

- model directly in proposed locations 
- at Layton Hills Mall, connected the new overpass on I-15 to 700 West on the east side 

of I-15. Added a link to represent a connector road to the north, also to be used by the 
BRT line. 

 
UPDATE: 

- The Layton Hills mall overpass project is funded and in the RTP becoming part of the 
baseline model 
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Executive Summary 
• The “Shared Solution Alternative” aims to avoid the need for 

building the West Davis Corridor by shifting projected long-term 
residential and commercial development in west Davis and Weber 
Counties toward existing infrastructure, particularly I-15 and the 
Frontrunner tracks, and along higher density corridors such as 
2000 West (State Road 108) and State/Main Street (State Road 
126). We understand that its proponents argue that high quality 
streets (“boulevards”) and urban environments, combined with 
demographic and preference shifts, will primarily drive this shift, 
though it would also rely on re-written general plans and zoning in 
the impacted cities. 
 

• Utahns for Better Transportation (UBET), a non-profit transportation 
education organization, has translated this concept into a 
preliminary land use plan, including identifying the target 
boulevards, assigning prospective land use classifications for 
impacted areas, identifying parcels for redevelopment, and 
quantifying the numbers of households and jobs to be 
accommodated within the redeveloped boulevards. UDOT worked 
with the Shared Solution Coalition to prepare, for west Davis and 
Weber Counties, conceptual projections for housing and 
employment growth through 2040 if it were to occur according to 
the aspirations and goals of the Shared Solution Alternative. 
 

• RCLCO analysis for Envision Utah (March 2014) demonstrates that 
residential development in Davis and Weber Counties is likely to 
comprise predominantly single-family product due to projected 
demographics and the availability of land, primarily in west Davis 
and Weber Counties. The land use implications of the Shared 
Solution Alternative are not directly in conflict with this trend, but 
significantly underestimate their impacts on the region. 
 

• Our analysis gives rise to a number of additional concerns that call 
into question the Shared Solution Alternative’s market feasibility, 
including: 
 
o The very large capture rates of projected demand for certain 

product types, which may be difficult to actually accomplish in 
practice; 

o The feasibility of the amount of mixed- (or even multi-) use 
development assumed in the plan; 

o The feasibility of parcel redevelopment along the proposed 
boulevards at the scale assumed; 

o The plan’s inconsistency with current, and likely long-term, 
positioning of the west Davis and Weber submarkets; and  

o The implicitly and explicitly assumed land use impacts of the 
“boulevard” planning approach (which we believe is unlikely to 
shift demand sufficiently to change the course of overall 
development in the region). 
 

• In summary, the Shared Solution Alternative describes a type and 
style of development that is likely to occur to some degree in Davis 
and Weber Counties over the near- to long-term and has identified 
a number of potential locations for this development. It 
underemphasizes, however, the significant market forces driving 
low density development in the area, as well as a number of 
significant market obstacles to actually realizing redevelopment in 
line with Shared Solution expectations. The Shared Solution 
Alternative is therefore highly unlikely to impact land use trends to 
the degree assumed; indeed, even construction of the West Davis 
Corridor is unlikely to change development patterns significantly, 
but may facilitate more ordered development of the area. 
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Methodology 
Accomplishment of the engagement objectives entailed the following 
major tasks: 
 
• Researched the Shared Solution Alternative in detail to understand 

what is being proposed in terms of (including but not limited to) 
locations of development, land supply, residential densities, and 
redevelopment of existing uses. This included the review of the 
following documents provided by Shared Solutions: 
 
o “The Shared Solution Alternative Map,” which provided a visual 

overview of the proposed alternative. 
o “Land Use Modeling Assumptions and Methodology,” which 

detailed the methodologies employed by the Shared Solution 
proposal. 

o “Proposed Shared Solution Redevelopment Areas” for each 
surveyed city, which were reviewed in GIS to analyze the 
locations of and existing/proposed land uses for the parcels 
identified for redevelopment. 

o “Comparison Tables” for each surveyed city, which were 
collectively analyzed in Microsoft Excel to quantify total 
household and employment projections for the proposed 
alternative. 

o “Comparison Map for Households” and “Comparison Map for 
Employment” for each surveyed city, which provided projected 
households and jobs by study area that were analyzed in Excel 
to quantify macro-level household and employment projections. 

o “Sample SSA Boulevard Sections and Intersections,” which 
provided graphic illustrations of the proposed Boulevards and 
Intersections 

 
• Reviewed existing RCLCO projections for the study area from 

previous Envision Utah analysis; compared them to Shared 
Solution projections. 

• Interviewed developers and real estate owners in the area, 
including: 
 
o Dan Lofgren, Cowboy Partners 
o Garrett Seely, Woodside Homes 
o Thayne Smith, SLR 
o Bryan Bayles, PRI 
o Brad Wilson, Destination Homes 
o Soren Halladay, PEG 
 

• Conducted a basic market analysis of residential and commercial 
real estate in the area. This included the analysis of 
macroeconomic trends in residential, retail, and employment 
markets, historical residential permit trends, and various residential 
product types for Davis and Weber Counties using such data 
sources as Reis, CoStar, Zillow, and information gleaned from 
residential communities’ websites. 
 

• Reviewed a random selection of parcels impacted in the Shared 
Solutions land use plan to better understand redevelopment and 
development implications. 
 

• Compared all of the above to the explicit and implicit assumptions 
underlying the Shared Solutions land use plan to evaluate its 
feasibility.  
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Shared Solution Alternative Overview 
• The Shared Solution Alternative (“Alternative”) aims to avoid the 

need for building the West Davis Corridor by shifting long-term 
residential and commercial development in west Davis and Weber 
Counties toward existing infrastructure, particularly I-15 and the 
Frontrunner tracks, as well as along higher density corridors such 
as 2000 West (State Road 108) and State/Main Street (State Road 
126). The objectives of this alternative are to provide housing 
choices served by transit, minimize automobile congestion, and 
accommodate for residential and commercial density around 
targeted boulevard nodes. The alternative also seeks to preserve 
open agricultural and recreational lands in western Davis and 
Weber Counties. Its guiding principles mirror those of the Wasatch 
Choice for 2040 Plan, which include the need to build and maintain 
efficient infrastructure, create regional mobility through 
transportation choices, develop healthy and safe communities, 
provide housing choices for all stages of life, and promote a sense 
of community in its cities and towns. 
 

• Specifically, the Shared Solution Alternative identifies potential 
developable and redevelopable land parcels along the selected 
boulevards based on a range of criteria. Qualifying land parcels 
include agricultural and vacant land uses, retail land uses with 
structures built prior to 2009, office and industrial land uses with 
structures built prior to 1989, single-family land uses with lot sizes 
greater than one acre, and mobile home land uses. The Alternative 
defines a series of development types for the plan (“Station 
Communities,” “Town Centers,” “Boulevard Communities,” and 
“Main Streets”) and assigns a development type to each of the 
identified redevelopable parcels. Then, based on land uses and 
densities assumed by each development type, the Alternative 
quantifies the number of households and jobs that would occupy 
each parcel.  
 

• In addition to the development of these specific parcels, the 
Alternative assumes a broader shift of housing and jobs away from 
western areas in Davis and Weber counties and toward the 
redeveloped boulevards and mixed-use centers that are proposed 
by the plan. While the total number of households and jobs remains 
constant between both scenarios, their shift from western portions 
of the study area to denser locations closer to I-15 carries important 
implications for the Alternative’s overall feasibility. The analysis of 
these impacts is explored in the subsequent pages of this report. 
 

• In order to evaluate the Shared Solution Alternative from a market-
based perspective, RCLCO first translated the Alternative’s 
designated housing densities into feasible product types. Densities 
between six and eight households per acre were designated as 
single-family detached product, densities between nine and 18 
households per acre were designated as townhome product, and 
densities between 21 and 35 households per acre were designated 
as multifamily product. RCLCO then translated the Alternative’s 
projected job counts into real estate square footages based on 
average square footages per office and retail employee. These 
housing product types and commercial square footages were 
aggregated (on an approximate basis) into the submarkets used in 
RCLCO’s Envision Utah analysis in order to compare projected 
development in each scenario. 
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RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis 
• In 2013, the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC), 

Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG), Central Utah 
Water Conservancy District, and other regional planning 
organizations wished to update their regional infrastructure plans by 
creating multiple land use development scenarios, each of which 
were to be consistent with the ranges of densities included in the 
Wasatch Choice for 2040 “WC2040” vision map. Prior to adopting a 
preferred scenario, however, these groups desired to incorporate 
foreseeable market trends and dynamics, as well as buildable land 
supply. Through Envision Utah, these entities hired RCLCO to 
produce a market-driven growth scenario that demonstrated how 
the Wasatch Front region would potentially grow and develop given 
land availability, market dynamics, and long-term consumer and 
demographic trends.  
 

• RCLCO first quantified county-level residential and employment 
demand using Governor’s Office of Management and Budget 
(GOMB) projections, tenure and product type preferences across 
various demographic factors, RCLCO calculations of new 
households, and assumptions of space usage by product type. 

 
• Then, to reflect the likely distribution of future demand across the 

region from a market perspective, RCLCO divided the Wasatch 
Front into 42 submarkets based on geographical constraints, typical 
submarket designations by brokers, approximate land values, and 
current land uses, and scored each submarket for each real estate 
category. The scores derive from the factors that drive demand for 
each type of real estate. Using GIS, Fregonese Associates 
analyzed parcel-based data that allowed RCLCO to classify each 
submarket by land value to control the types, price points, and 
densities of development anticipated to be feasible, and to 
understand how much vacant land, and likely redevelopable 
acreage, was available to accommodate new growth in each 

submarket. The model then distributed demand to submarkets by 
decade, translating units/SF to acreage based on unique product 
densities assigned by submarket value category, until they exhaust 
their available land. For this analysis, we did not constrain growth 
according to the county-level projections provided by GOMB, but 
rather let the model distribute household and job growth according 
to “market” drivers. 
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RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis 
• The following pages and table below detail some of the quantitative 

results of the Envision Utah analysis for Davis and Weber 
Counties. The table below summarizes RCLCO’s forecasted 
residential and commercial development in Davis and Weber 
Counties from 2015 to 2040. 
 

• Through 2040, our analysis projected Davis and Weber Counties to 
capture comparable amounts of new residential units, with 47,700 
and 51,300 respectively. 
 

• Our analysis also projected Weber County to capture 
approximately 800,000 more square feet of commercial 
development than Davis County, with totals of 7.8 million and 7.0 
million respectively. 
 

• To provide context for the Shared Solutions Alterative, projected 
household growth for the redeveloped parcels is nearly 15,000, or 
15% of RCLCO’s projected growth in the counties. The Alternative 
projects 41,254 new jobs within the same area, which translates to 
approximately 13 million square feet of commercial space, or 88% 
of RCLCO’s projected new commercial development in both 
counties. 
 

• Note that the model was intended to describe distribution of 
demand at a high (“30,000-foot”) level from a market perspective. It 
would not be able to project individual developments, or account for 
developments that occur because of public investments or other 
unforeseen catalysts. 

New Housing Units and Commercial Square Feet by Decade 

2015-2040 

1As outlined on page 14. 
Source: RCLCO 

    NEW HOUSING (UNITS)   NEW COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (SF) 
COUNTY 2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 TOTAL   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 TOTAL 

Davis County 11,000 21,200 15,500 47,700   1.6M 2.7M 2.6M 7.0M 

Weber County 9,000 22,200 20,100 51,300   1.3M 3.2M 3.3M 7.8M 

Projected Shared Solution HHs Captured by Redeveloped Parcels 14,861 
% Capture of RCLCO’s Forecasted New HHs through 2040 15% 

Projected Shared Solution Jobs Captured by Redeveloped Parcels 41,254 
 Implied Shared Solution Commercial Square Feet Captured by Redeveloped Parcels1 13,072,687 
% Capture of RCLCO’s Forecasted New Commercial Space through 2040 88% 
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RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis 
• RCLCO projects the vast majority of the region’s residential 

development to be comprised of single-family detached product. 
Demographics primarily drive this preference, and we project that 
land or other constrains are not sufficiently onerous to drive the 
market toward higher density development overall through 2040.  
 

• Through 2040, we forecast Davis and Weber Counties to capture 
comparable amounts of new residential units, with 47,700 and 
51,300 units, respectively. 
 

• Like forecasted residential development, the commercial growth 
projected for the region is fairly comparable between the two 
counties. Weber County is forecasted to capture 800,000 more 
commercial square feet than Davis County. 
 

• The following tables break down forecasted housing units by type 
and square feet of new commercial development in Davis and 
Weber Counties by decade from 2015 to 2040. The following pages 
illustrate the counties’ projected growth and “build out” over time by 
submarket. 

New Housing Units by Type 

2015-2040 

    SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED   TOWNHOME   MULTIFAMILY   TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 
COUNTY 2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 TOTAL 

Davis County 8,600 17,300 12,700   700 1,300 1,000   1,700 2,600 1,800   11,000 21,200 15,500 47,700 

Weber County 7,100 17,200 16,200   500 1,200 1,200   1,400 3,800 2,700   9,000 22,200 20,100 51,300 

Commercial Square Footages by Type 

2015-2040 

    OFFICE   INDUSTRIAL  
(WAREHOUSE & FLEX)   RETAIL   TOTAL COMMERCIAL SF 

County 2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040   2015-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 TOTAL 

Davis County 518,200 956,700 1,063,200   325,800 224,500 169,700   804,300 1,535,900 1,389,300   1.6M 2.7M 2.6M 7.0M 

Weber County 457,600 902,800 1,044,000   460,000 755,500 583,500   354,300 1,576,000 1,665,800   1.3M 3.2M 3.3M 7.8M 

Source: RCLCO 
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Percentage of Land Developed (Acres) by Submarket by Decade 

Source: RCLCO 

2013 2020 2030 2040 

RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis: Land Developed by Submarket 
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RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis: Household Growth by Submarket 
Household Growth by Submarket by Decade1, Normalized to Submarket Land Area 

1Demonstrates total household growth within each submarket divided by that submarket’s developable land area in acres to reflect the 
degree of household growth projected. 
Source: RCLCO 

2013-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 

Household growth per acre increases most dramatically between 
2013 and 2020 in areas located east of I-15 and in west Weber 
County. Between 2021-2030 and 2031-2040, the highest household 
growth rates per acre are located in areas west of I-15 and Layton. 
These figures show that by 2040, most areas east of I-15 will be built 
out. 
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RCLCO’s Envision Utah Analysis: Employment Growth by Submarket 
Employment Growth by Submarket by Decade, Normalized to Submarket Land Area 

Source: RCLCO 

2013-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040 

Between 2013 and 2020, downtown Ogden, west Weber County, and 
northwest Davis County exhibit the highest rates of employment 
growth per acre. These areas continue to exhibit strong employment 
growth through 2040 as locations east of I-15 and south of Ogden 
become built out. 
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Envision Utah and Shared Solution Comparison 
The table below summarizes the Shared Solution Alternative’s projected capture of total residential units for its selected parcels, segmented by density. 
In order to compare these densities with RCLCO’s demand forecasts for the region, we translated these densities into distinct product types. Densities 
between six and eight households per acre were designated as single-family detached product (SFD), densities between nine and 18 households per 
acre were designated as townhomes or other attached product, and densities between 21 and 35 households per acre were designated as multifamily 
product. The Shared Solution Alternative calls for a total of 14,800 new households within its selected parcels, with 12,600 located in Davis County and 
2,200 located in Weber County. 
 
 

 
 

Shared Solution Alternative Capture of Total Units by Type 

2015-2040 

Source: Shared Solution Alternative 

DAVIS COUNTY

SFD TOWNHOME MF
City 6 HH/Ac 8 HH/Ac 9 HH/Ac 11 HH/Ac 12 HH/Ac 14 HH/Ac 15 HH/Ac 16 HH/Ac 18 HH/Ac 21 HH/Ac 26 HH/Ac 28 HH/Ac 29 HH/Ac 35 HH/Ac Total HHs
Syracuse 160 163 323
Farmington 157 484 819 1,460
Kaysville 290 108 397
Layton 235 72 152 1,899 74 271 516 1,736 1,245 6,199
Clearfield 63 159 78 92 621 683 302 76 1,262 3,336
Clinton 191 254 445
Sunset 2 196 28 226
West Point 125 101 226
Total 256 1,379 274 327 636 2,655 683 101 377 346 516 1,736 2,507 819 12,612

WEBER COUNTY

SFD TOWNHOME MF
City 6 HH/Ac 8 HH/Ac 9 HH/Ac 11 HH/Ac 12 HH/Ac 14 HH/Ac 15 HH/Ac 16 HH/Ac 18 HH/Ac 21 HH/Ac 26 HH/Ac 28 HH/Ac 29 HH/Ac 35 HH/Ac Total HHs
Roy 167 85 320 192 538 138 1,440
West Haven 114 204 100 3 421
Hooper 263 124 387
Total 430 323 525 292 0 538 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,249

# Households by Density

# Households by Density
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Envision Utah and Shared Solution Comparison 
 
 

 
 

Shared Solution Alternative Capture of Employment by Type 

2015-2040 

DAVIS COUNTY           
  RETAIL   OFFICE 

City 
# Shared 

Solution Jobs 
Implied SF 
Demanded1   

# Shared 
Solution Jobs 

Implied SF 
Demanded2 

Syracuse 308 107,823 624 187,312 
Farmington 885 309,671 2,814 844,319 
Kaysville 290 101,517 529 158,620 
Layton 7,427 2,599,366 11,468 3,440,414 
Clearfield 2,488 870,831 6,888 2,066,489 
Clinton 411 143,803 733 220,025 
Sunset 179 62,688 301 90,429 
West Point 247 86,569   536 160,802 
Total 12,235 4,282,269   23,895 7,168,409 

WEBER COUNTY           
  RETAIL   OFFICE 

City 
# Shared 

Solution Jobs 
Implied SF 
Demanded1   

# Shared 
Solution Jobs 

Implied SF 
Demanded2 

Roy 1,067 373,589 2,413 723,830 
West Haven 333 116,688 560 167,916 
Hooper 294 102,751   457 137,234 
Total 1,694 593,028   3,430 1,028,980 

1 Assumes 350 square feet per retail employee. 
2 Assumes 300 square feet per office employee. 
Source: Shared Solution Alternative; RCLCO 
 

• In order to compare forecasts for commercial 
demand in Davis and Weber Counties through 
2040, we multiplied the Alternative’s projected jobs 
by average square feet per employee estimates for 
both retail and office space. This yielded projected 
demand of over 13 million square feet of 
commercial space between the two counties. 
 

• Of this 13 million square feet, 11.4 million (88%) is 
apportioned to Davis County, with the remaining 
1.6 million (12%) apportioned to Weber County. 
The Alternative projects Layton, Clearfield, 
Farmington, and Roy to capture most of this new 
commercial space. 
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Envision Utah and Shared Solution Comparison 
The table below provides a summary of residential and commercial projections specific to the parcels identified for redevelopment by the Shared 
Solution Alternative. They are juxtaposed with RCLCO’s forecasts of new residential and commercial development for all of Davis and Weber Counties 
from 2015 to 2040. The table includes a breakdown of residential product types for each projection and quantifies the redeveloped parcels’ capture of 
RCLCO’s forecasted new commercial and retail development for the two counties. 
 
 

 
 

Summary of Residential, Office, and Retail Projections 

2015-2040 

NOTE: Assumes Single-Family Detached product includes densities of 6-8 HH/acre, Townhome product includes densities of 9-18 
HH/acre, and Multifamily product includes densities of 21-35 HH/acre. 
1 Assumes 300 square feet per employee 
2 Assumes 350 square feet per employee 
Source: Shared Solution; RCLCO 
 

RESIDENTIAL 

  
SINGLE-FAMILY 

DETACHED TOWNHOME MULTIFAMILY TOTAL 
RCLCO Forecasted Development 79,100 5,900 14,000 99,000 

% Breakdown 80% 6% 14% 100% 
Shared Solution Demand (Redeveloped Parcels) 2,388 6,549 5,924 14,861 

% Breakdown 16% 44% 40% 100% 
Share of RCLCO Forecasted Demand 3% 111% 42% 15% 

OFFICE 
  SF DEMANDED 

RCLCO Forecasted Development      4,942,500  
Shared Solution Demand (Redeveloped Parcels)1 8,197,390 
Share of RCLCO Forecasted Demand 166% 

RETAIL 
  SF DEMANDED 

RCLCO Forecasted Development      7,325,600  
Shared Solution Demand (Redeveloped Parcels)2 4,875,297 
Share of RCLCO Forecasted Demand 67% 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Capture Rates 
• The Shared Solution Alternative poses several concerns from a 

market perspective. Of primary concern are the very large implied 
capture rates of projected demand for certain product types. Page 
16 illustrates the significant difference in the shares of single-family 
detached growth forecasted by the Alternative and by RCLCO 
between 2015 and 2040.  

 
• The Alternative plan’s projected growth along the boulevards and in 

targeted centers anticipates single-family product to comprise 16% 
of total growth in the parcels it identifies for redevelopment, 
compared to RCLCO’s forecast that single-family product likely 
comprises 80% of the region’s total residential growth over the 
same time period. The Alternative apportions the remainder of its 
projected growth to townhomes and multifamily product at 44% and 
40% of total growth respectively, which again is significantly 
different from RCLCO’s projection of a 20% capture of total 
townhome and multifamily development combined.  
 

• Though the Alternative plan clearly aims to concentrate higher 
density development within the redevelopment parcels, it ultimately 
captures a higher than feasible share of total projected demand for 
these product types. As outlined on page 16, the breakdown of the 

Alternative’s targeted parcels essentially aim to capture as much as 
111% of all townhomes demanded in the counties through 2040, 
and 42% of all multifamily—significant shares that other land 
owners would likely dispute. 
 

• Page 16 also highlights the Alternative’s extremely aggressive 
capture of office and retail space. The Alternative implicitly projects 
its redeveloped parcels to capture over eight million square feet of 
office space, which is approximately 160% of RCLCO’s forecasted 
new development for all of Davis and Weber Counties combined 
from 2015 to 2040. A similar disconnect in demand, while not quite 
as dramatic, is found in the Alternative’s five million square feet of 
projected retail space, which comprises 67% of total retail demand 
projected by RCLCO for all of Davis and Weber Counties from 
2015 to 2040. 
 

• As demonstrated in the table below, the land parcels selected for 
redevelopment by the Shared Solution Alternative comprise only 
4% of total developable land between Davis and Weber Counties 
as of 2015, further illustrating the aggressiveness of the Shared 
Solutions implied capture of demand.  

  

TOTAL LAND AREA OF 
PROPOSED SHARED 
SOLUTION PARCELS 

DEVELOPABLE 
LAND1 

SHARED SOLUTIONS 
REDEVELOPMENT AREA AS A 

% OF DEVELOPABLE LAND 
Davis County 1,398 14,049 10% 
Weber County 403 34,273 1% 
Total 1,801 48,322 4% 

1 As identified in RCLCO’s Envision Utah analysis. 
Source: Shared Solution Alternative; RCLCO 

Land Currently Available for Development 

2015 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Location of Employment  
• The Shared Solution Alternative assumes that many areas 

accommodate both households and employment without specifying 
how such a mix of uses is actually achieved. In reality, this 
assumption is highly unlikely, as the vast majority of development 
in the region contains single uses, for important market and 
practical reasons.  

 
• More importantly, regions cluster jobs, particularly high-paying jobs, 

within concentrations of commercial real estate known as “cores.” 
In the Wasatch region, we have previously found that 31% of all 
jobs are located in cores, and that these tend to be stable, high-
paying “export” jobs1. Within Davis and Weber Counties, the 
primary jobs cores are Ogden and Layton Hills.  
 

• Our analysis anticipates that the Wasatch Front’s existing cores 
(and their surrounding submarkets) alone should add 311,000 new 
jobs by 2040, or 20% of the region’s total. The analysis therefore 
anticipates job growth outside of existing cores, but predominantly 
in new cores, rather than broadly distributed across submarkets as 
assumed by the Shared Solution Alternative. Local developers and 
land owners share this perspective regarding future employment 
growth. 

 
 
 

 
 

1 “Export” industries or jobs are defined by economists as those that attract new capital from outside of a region, such as through exporting goods or 
services elsewhere or attracting tourists. All other jobs within an economy simply trade around the capital generated by these export industries. 

Source: RCLCO 

1 

2 

MAP 
KEY CORE 

1 Ogden Downtown 
2 Layton Hills 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Feasibility of Parcel 
Redevelopment 
The Shared Solution Alternative relies on a significant number of parcels fronting the selected boulevards to be redeveloped to accommodate greater 
density. This builds upon the assumption that older parcels with lower density retail, office, industrial, and single-family would likely be redeveloped 
between now and 2040. The below table illustrates a random sample of parcels that will be redeveloped according to the Alternative plan. 
 
 
 

 
 GIS PARCEL ID LOCATION PROPOSED USE CURRENT USE   

SITE 
PHOTO   

140540160 West Point Town Center 
TC-1A 

Single Family 
Residential 

072810001 Fruit Heights Boulevard Community 
BC-1B Vacant   

111000132 Kaysville Boulevard Community 
BC-1B Big O Tires 

090750041 Hooper Boulevard Community 
BC-1A Vacant   

140650093 Clearfield Boulevard Community 
BC-1A Rita's Pizzeria 

Proposed and Existing Uses 

Source: Shared Solution; RCLCO 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Feasibility of Parcel 
Redevelopment 
• Even given the generous time frame from 2015 through 2040, the 

Alternative’s reliance on redevelopment underestimates its 
challenges.  
 

• For redevelopment to occur, the value of a parcel following 
redevelopment must be significantly greater than the existing parcel 
value in order to compensate for the time and risks associated with 
foregoing even modest income. Even properties that appear aged 
or obsolete are typically valued by investors according to the 
capitalized income that they generate. An owner or developer 
interested in redeveloping a parcel must therefore purchase the 
property at this price, forego this income for a period of time, and 
have great confidence that the market will embrace a new project 
and more than compensate it for the risk it has undertaken. 
Redevelopment therefore generally only happens in supply-
constrained submarkets within active years of the real estate cycle. 

• Many of the parcels identified for redevelopment host high value 
real estate which probably retains significant value into the distant 
future. The table below identifies a handful of relatively recent 
transactions. The bottom two suggest land values along target 
“boulevards” can be as high as $1,000,000/acre—significantly 
higher than vacant former agricultural land throughout the Wasatch 
Front. 
 

• In addition, the parcels identified for redevelopment come in all 
shapes and sizes. These oddly-shaped or sized parcels could 
conceivably be acquired independently and assembled into a 
redevelopable parcel, but this process is time consuming, difficult, 
and risky—therefore adding significantly more cost to the scheme. 

GIS PARCEL ID LOCATION LOT SIZE (AC) SALE PRICE SALE DATE   SITE PHOTO   

100290036 Layton 
1095 N Main St 2.2 $780,000 Dec 2011 

120010193 Clearfield 
50 S State St 0.6 $500,000 Apr 2013   

120200139 Clearfield 
293 N Main St 0.2 $210,000 Jul 2012 

Source: Shared Solution; CoStar; RCLCO 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Inconsistency with Current 
Positioning of Davis and Weber Submarkets 
• The Davis and Weber County submarkets have been, are, and will 

likely continue to be primarily destinations for attainably-priced low-
density housing, for which there is significant demand. 
 

• The table below provides an overview of actively selling or leasing 
homes in Davis and Weber Counties. While there are some 
townhome and multifamily products currently on the market, the 
majority of residential activity remains focused on single family 
detached housing. The developers we interviewed expect this to 
remain the case for the foreseeable future. 

• Densities for small, medium, and large-lot single family 
developments typically range from two to eight units per acre, 
generally below the densities projected by the Shared Solution 
Alternative. 
 

• Further, home prices and multifamily rents are generally insufficient 
to make redevelopment feasible, or to support more “urban” parking 
or infrastructure solutions likely envisioned by the Shared Solutions 
Alternative. 

PRODUCT TYPE LOCATIONS 
DENSITY RANGE 

(UNITS/AC)1 SF RANGE PRICE/RENT RANGE $/SF RANGE 
  

Throughout the market 
                        

Small Lot SFD 6.4 - 8.5 1,315 - 3,442 $159,990 - $349,990 $102 - $122 
                          
  

Throughout the market 
                        

Med-Large Lot SFD 2.1 - 5.3 1,930 - 4,246 $189,900 - $400,000 $94 - $98 
                          
  Within a 5 minute drive from I-15 and 

Frontrunner 

                        
Townhome 13.0 - 16.0 1,530 - 2,538 $223,990 - $272,350 $107 - $146 
                          
  Less than a 5 minute drive to I-15 and 

Frontrunner 

                        
Multifamily - Rental 15.6 - 35.7 665 - 1,420 $675 - $1,399 $0.99 - $1.02 
                          
                            
Multifamily - Owner N/A N/A - N/A N/A - N/A N/A - N/A N/A - N/A 
                            

Source: RCLCO; Respective community websites 

Actively Selling Residential Products 

Davis and Weber Counties 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Inconsistency with Current 
Positioning of Davis and Weber Submarkets 
• On the commercial side, Davis and Weber Counties typically 

host lower intensity, lower value employment and retail space 
relative to the region. This is particularly true outside of the 
counties’ primary employment centers, which includes the 
western portions of the counties.  
 

• The charts below and to the right indicate Davis and Weber 
Counties’ value proposition relative to the Wasatch Front 
region overall. Though Davis County office and retail asking 
rents have approached those of the Salt Lake City metro 
region, asking rents in Weber County have historically 
remained at a discount to both areas. 
 

• It is therefore unlikely that the major development of 
commercial and retail space at relatively higher densities, on 
redeveloped parcels, projected by the Shared Solution 
Alternative will occur in the near- to medium-term.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

Historical Average Retail Asking Rent PSF 

2006-2014 

Source: CoStar 
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Inconsistency with Current 
Positioning of Davis and Weber Submarkets 
• The eastern submarkets of the counties, for the most part, 

have historically been and will likely continue to be 
“favored” submarkets in the region. At a high level, the 
“Favored Quarter” refers to the primary path of growth in a 
region from the original central business district(s) (CBD) 
which contains the majority of new housing and receives 
the vast majority of new spending for infrastructure. This 
pattern is reflected in the map to the right, which 
demonstrates the concentration of higher median 
household income levels primarily located toward south 
and east of I-15 (exceptions include areas where little 
development land exists between the mountains and the 
Great Salt Lake). 

  
• The highest income submarkets of Davis and Weber 

Counties are therefore most likely to see the bulk of higher 
density housing and commercial development in coming 
decades. As demand from residents and businesses 
continues to be strong but these areas become “built-out,” 
residential and commercial property and land values will 
increase, making higher density development more 
feasible. It is unlikely this dynamic will exist to the same 
extent in lower income areas of the counties. 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: Esri 

2013 Median 

Household Income 

 

       Under $50,000 

       $50,000-$75,000 

       $75,000-$100,000 

       $100,000+  
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Evaluation of Shared Solution Alternative: Boulevards 
• Davis and Weber Counties will almost certainly see a greater share 

of high density residential and commercial development in coming 
decades, including in western portions of the county. This will be 
driven primarily by increasing shortages of land along the Wasatch 
Front overall and by increasing commuting and infrastructure costs, 
rather than by public or private intervention. Developable land 
closest to concentrations of jobs and transportation infrastructure 
will therefore see the lion’s share of high density development. 
 

• At the same time, the western portions of Davis and Weber 
Counties will continue to offer relatively cheap land to meet 
significant demand for single-family housing (and accompanying 
low density retail and employment space) for decades to come. The 
proposed “boulevard” transportation planning approach would not 
create a sufficient incentive to steer growth from this course.  
 

• Academic research has suggested that high quality streets and 
“streetscapes” can positively impact property values1. It is less 
clear, though, that construction of high quality streets accompanied 
by general plan changes will, on their own, alter the general form of 
development within a region or submarket. Such plan changes may 
positively benefit and change development patterns for adjacent 
properties and land owners, but these land use benefits wane 
significantly as distance increases from the impacted areas. There 
is also uncertainty as to who ultimately pays for construction and 
maintenance of higher quality streetscapes and whether or not this 
can be supported by increases in land value. 
 
 
 

• It is important to add, finally, that this suggests, as well, that 
construction of the West Davis Corridor would likely have little 
impact on broad development trends within west Davis and Weber 
Counties. Evidence in the Wasatch Front and elsewhere suggests 
that low density single-family development likely occurs whether or 
not the transportation improvements are there to accommodate it, 
unless more powerful forces (the land runs out, the government 
steps in, or the economy collapses) constrain development. 
 
 

 
 

1 Such research includes “Public Investment Strategies: How They Matter for Neighborhoods in Philadelphia” by Susan Wachter and Kevin Gillen; 
“Business District Streetscapes, Trees, and Consumer Response” by Kathleen Wolf; and others. 
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Critical Assumptions 
Our conclusions are based on our analysis of the information available 
from our own sources and from the client as of the date of this report. 
We assume that the information is correct, complete, and reliable. 

We made certain assumptions about the future performance of the 
global, national, and local economy and real estate market, and on 
other factors similarly outside either our control or that of the client. We 
analyzed trends and the information available to us in drawing these 
conclusions. However, given the fluid and dynamic nature of the 
economy and real estate markets, as well as the uncertainty 
surrounding particularly the near-term future, it is critical to monitor the 
economy and markets continuously and to revisit the aforementioned 
conclusions periodically to ensure that they are reflective of changing 
market conditions. 

We assume that the economy and real estate markets will grow at a 
stable and moderate rate to 2020 and beyond. However, stable and 
moderate growth patterns are historically not sustainable over extended 
periods of time, the economy is cyclical, and real estate markets are 
typically highly sensitive to business cycles. Further, it is very difficult to 
predict when an economic and real estate upturn will end.  

With the above in mind, we assume that the long term average 
absorption rates and price changes will be as projected, realizing that 
most of the time performance will be either above or below said 
average rates. 

Our analysis does not consider the potential impact of future economic 
shocks on the national and/or local economy, and does not consider the 
potential benefits from major "booms” that may occur. Similarly, the 
analysis does not reflect the residual impact on the real estate market 
and the competitive environment of such a shock or boom. Also, it is 
important to note that it is difficult to predict changing consumer and 
market psychology.  

 

As such, we recommend the close monitoring of the economy and the 
marketplace, and updating this analysis as appropriate.  

Further, the project and investment economics should be “stress 
tested” to ensure that potential fluctuations in revenue and cost 
assumptions resulting from alternative scenarios regarding the 
economy and real estate market conditions will not cause failure. 

In addition, we assume that the following will occur in accordance with 
current expectations: 

• Economic, employment, and household growth. 
• Other forecasts of trends and demographic and economic patterns, 

including consumer confidence levels. 
• The cost of development and construction. 
• Tax laws (i.e., property and income tax rates, deductibility of 

mortgage interest, and so forth). 
• Availability and cost of capital and mortgage financing for real 

estate developers, owners and buyers.  
• Competitive projects will be developed as planned (active and 

future) and that a reasonable stream of supply offerings will satisfy 
real estate demand.  

• Major public works projects occur and are completed as planned. 
 

Should any of the above change, this analysis should be updated, with 
the conclusions reviewed accordingly (and possibly revised). 
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General Limiting Conditions 
Reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that the data contained 
in this study reflect accurate and timely information and are believed to 
be reliable. This study is based on estimates, assumptions, and other 
information developed by RCLCO from its independent research effort, 
general knowledge of the industry, and consultations with the client and 
its representatives. No responsibility is assumed for inaccuracies in 
reporting by the client, its agent, and representatives or in any other 
data source used in preparing or presenting this study. This report is 
based on information that to our knowledge was current as of the date 
of this report, and RCLCO has not undertaken any update of its 
research effort since such date. 
 
 Our report may contain prospective financial information, estimates, or 
opinions that represent our view of reasonable expectations at a 
particular time, but such information, estimates, or opinions are not 
offered as predictions or assurances that a particular level of income or 
profit will be achieved, that particular events will occur, or that a 
particular price will be offered or accepted. Actual results achieved 
during the period covered by our prospective financial analysis may 
vary from those described in our report, and the variations may be 
material. Therefore, no warranty or representation is made by RCLCO 
that any of the projected values or results contained in this study will be 
achieved. 
 
Possession of this study does not carry with it the right of publication 
thereof or to use the name of "Robert Charles Lesser & Co." or 
"RCLCO" in any manner without first obtaining the prior written consent 
of RCLCO. No abstracting, excerpting, or summarization of this study 
may be made without first obtaining the prior written consent of 
RCLCO. This report is not to be used in conjunction with any public or 
private offering of securities or other similar purpose where it may be 
relied upon to any degree by any person other than the client without 
first obtaining the prior written consent of RCLCO. This study may not 

be used for any purpose other than that for which it is prepared or for 
which prior written consent has first been obtained from RCLCO. 




